Introduction
Although seaborne piracy is by no means a new phenomenon, it has become a more exigent challenge in recent years (see Bueger 2013a) . Incidents have been on the rise in many parts of the world, such as in the Caribbean, in East Asia, but most of all around the Horn of Africa. As from 2008, the Horn of Africa has seen a drastic surge in pirate attacks with numbers rising from eight attacks in 2007 to 61 in 2008, 76 in 2009, 124 in i Exacerbated by the situation on land, with a lingering food crisis in Southern Somalia which has displaced a million people within a year, and continued fighting between Islamist insurgents and the transitional government, more than 40% of piracy cases reported globally between 2007 and 2012 took place in the waters off the Somali coast (ICC International Maritime Bureau, 2012) . Because of the importance of the Gulf of Aden as a major international trading route and strategic choke point, many nations have seen their economic and security political interests challenged in this context. Developments in recent years have led to comprehensive international engagement in the region, including a strong maritime presence with several multinational contingents in place which are made up of military contributions by more than 30 countries. Other than for its strategic importance, the maritime security situation around the Horn of Africa has received scholarly attention as a "laboratory for international military naval coordination" (Helly, 2009: 399) .
More specifically, the region has become a focal area for the study of the relationship between the European Union (EU) and the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO).
Maritime engagement in the Gulf of Aden is a puzzling recent case for anyone interested in the political and institutional problems underlying EU-NATO cooperation, a topic, which has already generated a vast literature (e.g. Hunter, 2000; Brimmer, 2002; Howorth, 2003; Howorth and Keeler, 2003; Burwell et al., 2006; Valasek, 2007; Kramer and Serfaty, 2007; Howorth, 2009; Varwick and Koops, 2009; Drozdiak, 2010; Hofmann, 2011; Graeger and Haugevik, 2011) . Since late 2008, both organizations have conducted counter-piracy operations off the Somali coast to reinstall stability in the region and to reduce the number and frequency of disruptions to international shipping routes; interestingly, without having any formal political framework for cooperation.
Although the EU's maritime operation NAVFOR 'Atalanta' and NATO's operation 'Ocean Shield' (following its precedent NATO 'Allied Protector') operate in the same theatre and with similar mandates, there is no formal link between them. The two operations also run outside the so-called Berlin Plus framework, i.e. outside the agreements that were put into place in 2002 to formally regulate both strategic and operational cooperation between the EU and NATO, including intelligence cooperation and the exchange of information. Member states of the EU and NATO have been unable to agree on the political relationship between the two organizations in a way that would allow for joint operational effort and sound strategic cooperation, let alone for a unity of command in this important matter. No joint planning has been envisaged, neither before nor after any of the operations were deployed. Furthermore, although both organizations have operations in the same mission space, no official task-sharing takes place between NATO and the EU, and there is no intended or formal functional and strategic complementarity of actions.
Given these particular circumstances, counter-piracy off the Somali coast holds a lot of potential to serve as an exemplar for analyzing the politics underlying the institutional, inter-organizational and political relationship between the EU's Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP) and NATO. That said, research on the operational realities in this context and the way these are affected by this particular relationship between the EU and NATO has remained limited (except for e.g. Seibert, 2009; Muratore, 2010; Smith, 2011) . So far, the literature has focused more on the strategic foundations of multinational counter-piracy operations in this region (e.g. Germond and Smith, 2009; Chalk, 2010; Willett, 2011; Bueger, Stockbruegger and Werthes, 2011) as well as on the international legal framework for operational action in this area (e.g. Roach, 2010; Geiss and Petrig, 2011; Bueger, 2013b) . This article seeks to contribute to closing this gap by illustrating how limitations at the political and strategic levels affect and condition working reality at the operational and tactical levels within both organizations. Two faces of EU-NATO cooperation become apparent: the political level is dominated by a permanent deadlock while on the ground and at sea staff within both organizations have developed a modus operandi, which allows them to deliver fairly successfully in complementing yet detached operations.
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The two faces of EU-NATO cooperation: political deadlock versus pragmatism
International maritime presence off the Somali coast serves as a prime example for the underlying logic of inter-organizational cooperation in the realm of multilateral security and conflict resolution. Apart from being resource driven and focusing on minimizing and pooling efforts, international security organizations like NATO and the EU through its CSDP are dependent on the purposive choices of their member states -and so is any cooperation between them. The case of EU-NATO cooperation in this specific regional context reflects much of the general debate about the relationship between these two organizations and their cooperation in operations more specifically (see Missiroli, 2002; Bilgin, 2003; Riggio, 2003; Reichard, 2004; Mace, 2004; Messervy-Whiting, 2005; Michel, 2007; Smith, 2011) . A lot of this political debate is focused on aspects of duplication, competition and rivalry (e.g. Cornish, 2006; Ojanen 2006; Biermann, 2008; Duke, 2008; Thulstrup, 2010; Mayer, 2011) , which are issues that have divided the transatlantic security regime for many years. The question as to how the security relevant aspects of the EU's Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) would relate to any existing arrangements within the framework of the Western European Union (WEU) or NATO long dominated much of the discussions on the potential scope of any such policy. Another recurring dispute concerns whether or not the EU should acquire its own autonomous operational headquarters; a structure that has "been denied to the EU/ESDP for years owing to disputes over the division of labour between the EU and NATO, which partly resulted from American reluctance to support the creation of independent EU military capabilities (that is, the US preference for 'no duplication' of NATO's capabilities, including planning and operational headquarters, within the EU)" (Germond and Smith, 2009) . Atlanticists within the EU, the United Kingdom in particular, have sought to retain the exclusive primacy of NATO as a security framework whereas Europeanists, and first of all France, have been inclined to promote a strong and autonomous EU security and defence policy. However, the debate has since moved beyond these two positions, and there seems to be more of a general consensus that the CSDP and NATO can usefully complement each other. Therefore, the two organizations are pressed more than ever to develop ways to cooperate, particularly when they operate in the same mission space.
This article holds that formal non-cooperation of the two organizations as can be seen in the case of counter-piracy is not primarily a matter of inter-organizational competition or rivalry, as it has been argued prominently (see e.g. Seibert, 2009) . It is more about the way organizational fora are used by member states as a means to maximize specific national interests. Most of NATO members are EU member states, and most EU member states are either members of NATO or have signed a security agreement with the alliance in the framework of the Partnership for Peace (PfP). Despite greatly overlapping membership structures and a common history of increasing strategic and normative convergence, however, formal political unity between the two organizations has been hard to attain.
Shortly before CSDP became operational in 2003, the Berlin Plus agreements were put into place to provide a formal political, institutional and operational framework for cooperation between the EU and NATO. When these arrangements were to become operationalised for the first time in the context of the EU Operation 'Concordia' (March-December 2003) , the first military CSDP operation, they were hailed as a milestone in developing a strategic partnership between the two organizations. The arrangements, however, were preceded by fierce political struggles over the way CSDP should relate to NATO, and to what extent it should be given the capabilities to act independently of NATO. One of the key protagonists in this debate has been Turkey, which in the face of CSDP inception developed serious concerns over becoming marginalized as a non-EU member and thus third state.
iii . To eventually attain Turkey's consent, the arrangements had to be defined more narrowly to exclude the involvement of any (future) EU member state that had no security arrangement with NATO, which was first and foremost pointing at Cyprus (and Malta). The EU accession of Cyprus and Malta therefore complicated the picture dramatically. iv NATO member Turkey has since continued to block any attempt at establishing stronger formal cooperative ties between the alliance and the EU, mainly by denying Cypriot (and until 2008, Maltese) v participation in EU-NATO meetings -a situation that is commonly referred to as the 'participation problem'. What is more, as a non-NATO and non-PfP member, Cyprus has in turn used her stance as an EU member state to marginalize Turkey by blocking cooperation between the EU and Turkey from within the EU, such as in the context of Turkey's involvement in the European Defence Agency (EDA). The next section gives an overview of the operational background and mandates of 'Atalanta' and 'Ocean Shield', and briefly discusses other international counter-piracy engagement in the area. The article then turns to the specific mission setup including the organizational structures within both the EU and NATO and the institutional set of inter-organizational rules that determine the institutional red lines of EU-NATO cooperation. The third section analyzes the way the 'participation problem' is becoming institutionalized in the mission space, i.e. the way it is translated into organizational practices at the operational and the tactical levels. The article will conclude by linking back to the notion of inter-organizational cooperation not only being resource driven as the duplication and competition debate about the EU and NATO would suggest (e.g. Cornish, 2006; Duke, 2008) . It is instead heavily dominated, if not determined, by state interests and national agendas, particularly when it comes to formal institutional developments. Pragmatic and informal arrangements in turn seem to override the dominating role of state interests, which leads to more flexibility and functionality but does not, in the long run, compensate for the lack of formal arrangements nor likely trigger any changes.
Detached operations with similar mandates
The concurrent maritime engagement of the EU and NATO off the Somali coast since 
Institutional limitations and red lines
While it is less clear whether the concurrent but detached deployment of NATO and EU maritime forces in the region actually constitutes a duplication of efforts, the problem remains that there is no inter-organizational arrangement in place for communication, These restrictions are somewhat eased by the fact that there are 21 coinciding member states, and that the forces are able to access their respective NATO or EU information/computer systems. Intelligence has to be de-classified, however, before it can be passed across to the other system manually because the information/computer systems are completely separate -a situation that "does cause real frictions and real difficulties" (Interview with senior NATO official at SHAPE, August 2010). The physical proximity of the two OHQs in Northwood also provides practical advantages as briefings can be held which can be attended by both EU and NATO staff. However, these institutional red lines remain a constant source of frustration at the operational level.
Moreover, the sharing of intelligence has ramifications beyond merely coordinating and deconflicting in areas of operations. Many personnel at the operational level pointed out in the interviews that cooperation and the sharing of intelligence is needed for other areas as well, most notably, when pursuing a comprehensive approach in crisis management. As one interviewee put it "what we want to do is get suspects in a court and in front of a judge and the only way to do that is by sharing information" (Interview with EU official at Northwood OHQ, April 2010). However, even this seemingly uncontroversial ambition appears to cause problems at the political level. There is clear evidence that in reaction to these political limitations but mainly out of operational necessity, the existing rules are often stretched "beyond what those agreements are and how they are literally read," which is also not unknown to the political actors at higher levels within both organizations. There obviously is an ambition at the operational level to "make things work", which comes, however, with the kind of determination that accepts that not all actions are within "the rules and regulations that currently exist" 
Informal cooperation and the institutionalization of the 'participation problem'
The institutional deadlock that results from the blockage at the political level has serious implications for the way EU and NATO can cooperate in a common mission space, particularly as there are no formal agreements in place. International staff in the area of operations and in Brussels has to find ways to make cooperation work regardless of these limitations. There is strong empirical evidence that international personnel within both organizations have been very keen to develop informal practices to facilitate coordination, information exchange and deconfliction, and to embark on avenues of interaction outside the straightjacket of formal EU-NATO relations. On the one hand, many staff proactively seek to find ways to circumvent the institutional impasse, e.g. by framing cooperation as a multinational rather than an inter-organizational issue or by keeping coordination and cooperation efforts at the operational and tactical levels and thus away from politics at higher levels. On the other hand, many staff also show readiness to challenge the organizational red lines imposed by existing arrangements, and push political actors for more pragmatism and institutional flexibility. The case of counter-piracy has also quite clearly established a scenario of EU-NATO cooperation that has so far only been discussed in the context of civilian crisis management: the idea of a 'Berlin Plus in reverse' has become very real with the EU running a more resourced and comprehensive operation that NATO seems to complement rather than lead both in terms of its military capabilities but also in terms of its strategic capacities. While the clear unity of effort might weaken any argument of competition or hierarchy between the two organizations, it has transpired from the interviews that this kind of functional primacy of 'Atalanta' is real to the extent that were the operations to integrate, the EU operation would be more likely to take the lead.
However, it is unlikely that these experiences will translate into a political decision to recalibrate EU-NATO cooperation. National interests in keeping the status quo of EU-NATO cooperation will not cede before a real test case arises. vi Despite there being a general tendency in both the academic and the political debate of focusing on and conceiving of Berlin Plus mainly as a kind of rental contract that regulates EU access to NATO assets and capabilities, and command and control structures in particular, it is important for this study to consider Berlin Plus in its entirety. As this article will come to show, some elements of Berlin Plus, such as the creation of permanent coordination and liaison structures between the two organizations, helped to facilitate informal coordination in counter-piracy without there having been a political consensus to formally activate it as a framework (see also note xix).
vii This begs the question under what circumstances Berlin Plus was rejected as the preferred mechanism.
When asked about the process, one very senior NATO official responded, "the only time we talked about that was for 'Atalanta' and it did not really go anywhere. Why even think about doing it if you know that when it gets into the PSC it will just be blocked. Under the current climate no one is going to do that because they know it would never work" (Interview with senior NATO official at SHAPE, August 2010).
viii In March 2012, the EU extended the mandate of NAVFOR 'Atalanta' to include air strikes up to two kilometers in land yet still ruling out the option of getting 'boots on the ground' (EU NAVFOR Press
Release 23 March 2012).
ix It is interesting to note that at the purely military/operation level, the EU's commitment to the WFP is, as one NATO Commander stated it, "drawing the short straw". The mission they are doing, "although a great mission to deliver food to Somalia, but to use a billion dollar warships to do it is really not a great mission for the military" (Interview with NATO official at Northwood OHQ, April 2010).
x In the chain of command of the EU, for example, the operational and tactical levels are more closely linked to the political level, i.e. the PSC and the HR, than within NATO. This not only implies that the strategic level of the EU is more responsive but also that operational and even tactical matters tend to become politicised more easily within the EU chain of command. NATO operational and tactical levels in xv "This delineation between information and intelligence is an interesting one in that its raw data that come into this HQ, and we take a very pragmatic approach to that. As soon as some analysis has gone into that and therefore it carries an EU caveat, that puts us very much on the tightrope" (Interview with EU official at Northwood OHQ, April 2010).
xvi In the case of the EU, this effect is particularly strong because of the nature of its chain of command:
given that the political and operational levels are more tightly linked to each other, the political level, i.e.
the PSC tends to be more responsive towards input coming from the operational and even tactical levels than it is the case with NATO and the NAC (see also note Error! Bookmark not defined.).
xvii Interviews with a broad range of staff within both organizations suggest that this kind of attitude can vary considerably depending on personalities but also on the level of experience of staff with the underlying knowledge of the inter-organizational realities: there is a clear indication that staff become more keen to push the envelope the longer they are faced with the practical limitations. It also transpires that military staff are more likely to challenge formal arrangements than policy officers.
xviii This bottom-up push effect goes well beyond the issue of facilitating EU-NATO cooperation in the absence of a political agreement. International staff working at the operational levels have, for example, also pushed for a formalization of the way the EU works with independent deployers. In the context of 'Atalanta' there has been a 'challenge to the institutional norms' of the EU (Interview with EU official at Northwood OHQ, April 2010); not only with regards to the cooperation with NATO, but also in terms of how the EU can cooperate with Russia, China, Japan and other independent deployers. In the absence of cooperation to date and given the operational necessities transpired by staff at the operational level, the PSC agreed on ten 'cooperative frameworks' that set out the procedures for EU-cooperation with these countries in the area of operations.
xix This is where a more comprehensive view on the Berlin Plus agreements is necessary: the interorganizational arrangements that were agreed in the context of Berlin Plus in 2003 included a specific EU-related institutional mandate for the DSACEUR, stating that he would take on a general coordinating role at the military-strategic level that is not limited to Berlin Plus operations (see also note vi).
xx "On the other operations, and the areas of major cooperation outside of that (Berlin Plus), counterpiracy for example, what one does there is try to facilitate the passage of sensitive information. It is quite difficult because one cannot be seen to be doing it too formally" (Interview with senior NATO official at SHAPE, August 2010).
xxi "I don't think we have had a ship taken out of the convoy yet" (Interview with NATO official at Northwood OHQ, April 2010).
xxii MPAs are a key asset in the fight against piracy since they provide important support for forces at sea and on the ground. They fly through the IRTC and look for any small craft that are fishing, migrant smuggling from Somalia to Yemen, or pirating crafts. The aircraft also go into certain areas on the Somali coast to try and detour and disrupt pirates from leaving the coast. Once pirates are at sea, "MPAs are used to do a 'see-and-avoid kind of tactic' and inform the merchant traffic (Interview with NATO official at Northwood OHQ, April 2010.
xxiii "On many occasions, acts of piracy have been disrupted as a direct result of the exchange of information and coordination between MPAs and EU NAVFOR warships" (EU NAVFOR Somalia, n.d.).
xxiv There was a NATO Strategic Review (June 2011) which considered the closure of Northwood as the alliance looked to reduce its maritime command centres from currently three (Northwood, Lisbon and Naples) to just one. Losing Northwood, where 2,000 staff work, would not only have been a blow to
Britain's prestige within NATO but would also have had significant implications for EU-NATO cooperation in counter-piracy.
